











COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION

IN RE THE MATTER OF:

BETH LEWIS MAZE, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
215T JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 of
Rules of the Supreme Court. At the times set out in this Notice, you were Circuit Court Judge
for Kentucky's 21st Judicial Circuit consisting of Bath, Menifee, Montgomery, and Rowan
counties. The charges are as follows:

Countl

On September 18, 2017, you received information that your ex-husband had been
arrested on several criminal charges including possession of a controlled substance. You
immediately made several attempts to contact the Bath County Jailer, Earl Willis, to obtain
information on his arrest. After making contact with Mr. Willis, you contacted pretrial
services in an attempt to secure a pretrial officer from outside of your judicial circuit to
conduct your ex-husband’s pretrial interview. You then contacted District Judge William
Roberts to discuss the matter, only to be advised that neither he nor Judge Donald Blair
would preside and that the matter would be referred to the Chief Regional Judge for the
appointment of a special judge.

You then made contact with Jailer Willis again who informed you that he was
assisting your ex-husband in obtaining a drug test from St. Joseph Hospital in Mount
Sterling, Kentucky. Jailer Willis informed you that the hospital would not give your ex-

husband a drug test without a court order. In response, you issued an Order to St. Joseph



Hospital to perform the drug screen. When St. Joseph refused to perform the drug screen,
you issued a second Order to Clark County Medical Center in a second attempt to allow
your ex-husband to obtain the drug screen he desired.

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office.
Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following
Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct, as they existed at the time of the violation:1

. Canon 1 which requires judges to maintain high standards of conduct and
uphold the integrity and independence of the judiciary.

. Canon 2A which requires judges to respect and comply with the law and act
at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the judiciary.

. Canon 2D which prohibits judges from lending the prestige of judicial office
to advance the private interests of others.

. Canon 3B(7) which prohibits judges from initiating or considering ex parte
communications with parties.

= Canon 3E(1) which requires a judge to disqualify himself or herself in a
proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned.

Count I1

On September 18, 2017, you issued two separate Orders for a drug screen to St.
Joseph Hospital and Clark County Medical Center for the benefit of your ex-husband.
Neither of these Orders were included in the official record or sent to the Bath County
Attorney.

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office.
Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct, as they existed at the time of the violation:2

1 The Canons cited by the Commission herein were the versions in effect at the time of the violation. The
provisions within the cited Canons are now contained in Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.9, and 2.11.



Canon 1 which requires judges to maintain high standards of conduct and
uphold the integrity and independence of the judiciary.

Canon 2A which requires judges to respect and comply with the law and act
at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the judiciary.

Canon 3E(1) which requires a judge to disqualify himself or herself in a
proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned.

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which read in pertinent part as follows:

(1)
(b)

(c)

Commission shall have authority:

To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition,
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any
one or more of the following:

(i) Misconduct in office.
(v)  Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300.

After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question.

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following

Supreme Court Rule:

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it
shall notify the judge. He may file an answer within 15 days after service of
the notice. Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so
filing, the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give
reasonable notice thereof to the judge.

2 The Canons cited by the Commission herein were the versions in effect at the time of the violation. The

provisions within the cited Canons are now contained in Rules 1.1, 1.2 and 2.11.



Please mail your answer to: Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, Kentucky 40604-4266.

Mayi—li 2018. <\g B Jﬁh&:g@

STEPHEN D. WOLNITZEK, CHAIR

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Beth Lewis Maze, Circuit Court
Judge, by serving the same to her attorneys, Thomas E. Clay, Esq., 462 S. Fourth Street,
Louisville, KY 40202; and Jeffrey M. Walson, Esq., Rowady Hendricks Law P.S.C., 212 South

5
Maple Street, Winchester, KY 40391, this% day of May, 2018.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION
IN RE THE MATTER OF:
BETH LEWIS MAZE, CIRCUIT JUDGE
215T JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

ORDER FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE ANSWER
Upon consideration of the motions pending before the Kentucky Supreme Court in the

above-styled matter, it is, pursuant to SCR 4.200, sua sponte, ORDERED that the time for filing
an Answer to the Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges be and it is hereby extended. The
Answer shall be filed on or before five (5) days after the Kentucky Supreme Court enters a final

order in the matter.

6(5714

Date

Stephen D. Wolnitzek, Chair

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served upon Judge Beth Lewis Maze by mailing
same to her attorneys, Jeffrey M. Walson, Rowady Hendricks Law, P.S.C., 212 South Maple
Street, Winchester, KY 40391; and Thomas E. Clay, Clay Daniel Walton & Adams, PLC,
Meidinger Tower, Suite 101, 462 South Fourth Street, Louisville, KY, 40202, and upon counsel
for the Commission, Jeff Jeffrey C. Mando, Adams, Stepner, Woltermann & Dusing, PLLC, 40

W. Pike Street, Covington, KY 41011, on the 5" day of June 2018.

MMY SHAFFER,
XECUTIJE SECRET




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION

IN RE THE MATTER OF:
BETH LEWIS MAZE, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
2137 JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
ANSWER
ok ok ok

Comes Beth Lewis Maze, by counsel, and for her Answer to the Notice of Formal
Proceedings and Charges, states as follows:

1. Judge Maze admits she contacted and received information from Bath County
Jailer, Earl Willis. Mr. Willis was unsure whether Judge Maze’s ex-husband was going to be
arrested or issued a citation.

2, Judge Maze admits she contacted pre-trial services for the purpose of alerting
pretrial services that the local pretrial worker might have to seek outside assistance from a
worker in a different judicial circuit to avoid a conflict.

3. Judge Maze admits she contacted Judge Roberts to alert him what was going on
about a potential conflict.

4., Judge Maze called the Jailer to determine whether her ex-husband was being
arrested or cited. Mr. Willis responded that he believed the ex-husband was being cited.

5. Jailer Willis contacted and requested Judge Maze to issue an order for St. Joseph
Hospital to perform a drug test on her ex-husband, Judge Maze initially refused.

6. Jailer Willis advised Judge Maze that St. Joseph Hospital had refused to perform

the test.



7. Jailer Willis then proceeded to take the ex-husband to Clark Regional Medical
Center at the request of the ex-husband.

8. While in route to the Clark County Jail, Jailer Wiilis drove by both hospitals.

9. Jailer Willis then called Judge Maze and advised her that he would need another
order to have a drug test performed.

10, Judge Maze issued a second order which Jailer Willis told Judge Maze was
thrown in the trash by Clark Regional Medical Center, as the hospital advised Jail Willis that a
doctor’s order was needed, not a court order.

t1.  Judge Maze states that she never intended to bestow any benefit upon her ex-
husband by ordering these drug tests.

12.  Judge Maze believes any person under similar circumstance as her ex-husband
has a right to have a drug test performed, regardless of what the test results might produce, in
order to preserve evidence because evidence can be dissipated if not preserved timely.

13.  Judge Maze believed that the exigent circumstances presented to her qualifies as
an exception to the Canons she is charged with violating, specifically Rule 2.11, comment 3.

[3] The rule of necessity may override the rule of disqualification.
For example, a judge might be required to participate in judicial
review of a judicial salary statute, or might be the only judge
available in a matter requiring immediate judicial action, such as a
hearing on probable canse or a temporary restraining order. In
matters that requite immediate action, the judge must disclose on
the record the basis for possible disqualification and make
reasonable efforts to transfer the matter to another judge as soon as
practicable.

14, Judge Maze’s purpose as Chief Judge for the 21% Judicial Circuit in contacting

pretrial and Judge Roberts was to minimize the burden on other court personpel by alerting them

to the conflict to avoid late hour inconvenience.



15.  Judge Maze never requested that Judge Roberts, Pretrial, or the Jailer take any
action on behalf of her ex-husband.

Respectfully,

L, £

THOMAS E. CLAY

CLAY DANIEL WINNER, LLC
917 Lily Creek Road

Louisville, KY 40243

(502) 561-2005
telay(@tclaylaw.com

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to Reconsider,
Alter, Amend and/or Findings, was this 20™ day of August, 2018, mailed via U.S. Postal Service,
first class postage to the following:

Hon. Jeffrey C. Mando

Hon. Louis D. Kelly

Hon. Olivia F. Amlung

ADAMS STEPNER WOLTERMANN & DUSING, PLLC
40 West Pike Street

Convington, KY 41011

Counsel for the Judicial Conduct Commission

Ms. Jimmy Shaffer

Executive Secretary

Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission
P.O. Box 4266

Frankfort, KY 40604

THOMAS E. CLAY, P.s.c.(_/







Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office.
Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following
Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct, as they existed at the time of the violation:!

" Canon 1 which requires judges to maintain high standards of conduct and
uphold the integrity and independence of the judiciary.

. Canon 2A which requires judges to respect and comply with the law and act
at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the judiciary.

' Canon 3B(2) which requires judges to be faithful to the law and maintain
professional competence in it.

Count IV

Throughout the preliminary investigation of this matter, up to and including your
most recent correspondence with the Commission, you failed to disclose your actions as
described in Count III to the Commission.

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office.
Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following
Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct, as they existed at the time of the violations:?

. Rule 2.16 which requires judges to cooperate with the Commission, which
includes acting candidly and honestly.

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR
4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which read in pertinent part as follows:

(1) Commission shall have authority:

(b)  To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition,
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any

1 The Canons herein were the versions in effect at the time of the violation. The provisions within the cited
Canons are now contained in Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5.

2 The Rules herein were the versions in effect at the time of the violation, having become effective on January
1,2018.



judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any
one or more of the following:

] Misconduct in office.
(v)  Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300.

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question.

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following

Supreme Court Rule:

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it
shall notify the judge. He may file an answer within 15 days after service of
the notice. Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so
filing, the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give
reasonable notice thereof to the judge.

Please mail your answer to: Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.0. Box 4266, Frankfort, Kentucky 40604-4266.

September _/ gﬂ\/. 2018.

STEPHEN D. WOLNITZEK, CHAIR

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Beth Lewis Maze, Circuit Court
Judge, by serving the same to her attorneys, Thomas E. Clay, Esq., 462 S. Fourth Street,
Louisville, KY 40202; and Jeffrey M. Walson, Esq., Rowady Hendricks Law P.S.C,, 212 South

Maple Street, Winchester, KY 40391, this Zg'j day of September, 2018.

1843492.4
223751-74684
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